REMARKS 

The above amendments and these remarks are responsive to the Office action 
dated March 24, 2006. Claims 1-34 are pending in the application. In the Office action, 
the Examiner rejected claims 1-6, 9-11, 14-19, 21-25, and 28-34 under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by U.S. Patent No. 2,660,448 to Douglas et al. 
("Douglas"), claims 8, 12, 13, 20, 26, and 27 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Douglas in view of German Patent No. DE3528357 to Kuchenbecker 
("Kuchenbecker"), and claim 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Douglas in view of U.S. Patent No. 6,408,967 to Huntsberger et al. ("Huntsberger"). 

As an initial matter, Applicant thanks the Examiner for his time during a 
telephone interview with Ian Gates, one of Applicant's duly authorized attorneys, on 
June 29, 2006. During the interview, the above amendments to the claims were 
discussed and it was agreed that the amendments distinguish the prior art of record. 
Fig. 3 of Douglas was also discussed to point out that the "shoulder" extending between 
numerals 66 and 65 is not actually a portion of the steering column. Instead, the 
indicated portion is comprised of a tie rod 14 and a drag link 15, which are presented in 
a graphically confusing manner in Fig. 3. 

Secondly, Applicant notes that in paragraph 4 of the Office action, the Examiner 
twice indicated claim 26 as being rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). Applicant 
assumes the Examiner meant claims 26 and 27, as claim 27 was not otherwise 
indicated as rejected in the Office action, and Applicant has herein treated claim 27 as 
rejected together with claim 26. 

In view of the amendments above, and the remarks below, Applicant respectfully 
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requests reconsideration of the application under 37 C.F.R. § 1.111 and allowance of 
the pending claims. 

Rejections under 35 USC S 102 

As noted, claims 1-6, 9-11, 14-19, 21-25, and 28-34 stand rejected under 
35 U.S.C. § 102(b) as being anticipated by Douglas. Applicant respectfully traverses 
the rejections; however, in order to advance prosecution on the merits, Applicant 
presently amends claims 1,3, 18, 29, and 33 for clarification purposes. 

"A claim is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is 
found, either expressly or inherently described, in a single prior art reference." 
Verdegaal Bros. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 814 F.2d 628, 631 (Fed. Cir. 1987). 
Each and every element of claims 1-6, 9-11, 14-19, 21-25, and 28-34, as presently 
amended, are not found, either expressly or inherently, in Douglas. 

As presently amended, independent claims 1, 18, and 29 are directed to 
children's ride-on vehicles having a steering column including a proximal portion, a 
distal segment, and a shoulder extending generally transversely between the proximal 
portion and the distal segment. The vehicles further have a retainer mechanism either 
configured to engage the shoulder (claims 1 and 29) or configured to be assembled 
around the shoulder (claim 1 8). Douglas, neither expressly nor inherently, discloses a 
retainer mechanism that is either configured to engage the shoulder or configured to be 
assembled around the shoulder. Claims 2-6, 9-11, and 14-17 depend from claim 1, 
claims 19, 21-25, and 28 depend from claim 18, and claims 30-34 depend from 
claim 29, and are therefore distinguishable from Douglas for at least the same reasons. 
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Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection and an 
indication of allowance with respect to claims 1-6, 9-1 1 , 14-19, 21-25, and 28-34. 

Rejections under 35 USC S 103 

As noted, claims 7, 8, 12, 13, 20, 26, and 27 stand rejected under 
35 U.S. C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Douglas in view of either Kuchenbecker 
or Huntsberger. Applicant respectfully traverses the rejections. However, in view of the 
clarifying amendments to independent claims 1, 18, and 29, from which the above 
claims depend, Applicant submits that the rejections are moot and reconsideration of 
these dependent claims is requested. Applicant submits that these presently pending 
claims patentably distinguish the references of record, and permissible combinations 
thereof. 

To establish a prima facie case of obviousness, an examiner must establish the 
following three criteria: (i) there is some motivation or suggestion to modify the primary 
reference, (ii) there is a reasonable expectation of success, and (iii) the references must 
teach or suggest all of the claimed limitations. In re Vaeck, 947 F.2d 488 
(Fed. Cir. 1991). 

The Examiner's proposed modifications of Douglas fail to teach or suggest each 
and every element of independent claims 1, 18, and 29, as presently amended. 
Specifically, as discussed above, Douglas fails to teach or suggest a retainer 
mechanism that is either configured to engage the shoulder or configured to be 
assembled around the shoulder. In addition, neither Kuchenbecker nor Huntsberger 
teach or suggest a retainer mechanism that is either configured to engage the shoulder 
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or configured to be assembled around the shoulder. Claims 7, 8, 12, and 13 depend 
from claim 1 and claims 20, 26, and 27 depend from claim 18, and are therefore 
distinguishable over the cited references for at least the same reasons. 

Accordingly, Applicant respectfully requests withdrawal of the rejection and an 
indication of allowance with respect to claims 7, 8, 12, 13, 20, 26, and 27. 



Conclusion 

In view of the above amendments and remarks, Applicant believes that this 
application is now in condition for allowance. Accordingly, Applicant respectfully 
requests that the Examiner issue a Notice of Allowability covering the pending claims. If 
the Examiner has any questions, or if a telephone interview would in any way advance 
prosecution of the application, please contact the undersigned attorney of record. 



CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 

I hereby certify that this correspondence is 
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Service as first class mail, postage prepaid, 
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